State Corporation Commission

8. Should the incumbent be required to provide directory
assistance listings and other operator functions to the
new entrant, and at what cost?

9. Should new entrants providing residential local
service be required to offer service at reduced rates to
qualified customers in compliance with the Virginia
Universal Service Plan currently applicable to incumbent
local exchange telephone companies?

10. Should new entrants be required to meet
commission-established quality of service standards? |f
not, how will this affect traffic and service between
competing local exchange carriers?

11. Should costing requirements be established for
rates associated with interconnection arrangements and
unbundled elements of competing local exchange
carriers? Should a floor and/or ceiling be utilized, and on
what basis (e.g., long run incremental, stand alone,
etc.)? Should any such requirements apply to both new
entrants and incumbents?

12. Shouid the commission determine the specific
components of a local exchange telephone carriers
network that should be unbundied? What should the
unbundied network components inciude (e.g., loops,
ports, signaling links, etc.)?

13. In promulgating local exchange competition rules,
how should the commission “consider the impact on
competition of any govemment-imposed restrictions
limiting the markets o be served or the services offered
by any provider" as required by section (iii) of § 56-
265.44 C 3?7 How can any such consideration be
reconciled with section (i) which requires the commission
to implement such rules that "promote and seek to
assure the provision of competitive services to all
classes of customers throughout all geographic areas of
the Commonwealth by a variety of service providers"?

14. Should the commission adopt any additional
regulatory requirements or restrictions related to the

Burke's Garden Telephone Exchange
Ms. Sue B. Moss, President

P.O. Box 428

Burke's Garden, Virginia 24608

Central Telephone Company of Virginia
Mr. Martin H. Bocock

Vice President and General Manager
P.O. Box 6788

Charlottesville, Virginia 22908

Bell Atlantic - Virginia

Mr. Hugh R. Stallard, President
and Chief Executive Officer

600 East Main Street

P.O. Box 27241

Richmond, Virginia 23261

Citizens Teiephone Cooperative
Mr. James R. Newell, Manager
Oxford Street

P. 0. Box 137

Floyd, Virginia 24091

Clifton Forge-Waynesboro Telephone Company
Mr. David R. Maccarelli, President

P. O. Box 1990

Waynesboro, Virginia 22880-1990

Contel of Virginia, Inc.

Stephen C. Spencer, Reg. Director
External Affairs

One James Center

901 East Cary Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

GTE South

Stephen C. Spencer, Reg. Director
External Affairs

One James Center

901 East Cary Street

Richmond, Virginia 23218

" ; ; ) GTE

bundling of local exchange service with other service .

offerings, whether or not those services are telephone ‘LJ_“ \g Foster, E’q‘""

services? If so, what requirements should be aw Uepartmen

implemented? P.0. Box 119 - FLTC0007

Tampa, Florida 33801-0110
ATTACHMENT 1 Highland Telephone Cooperative
TELEPHONE COMPANIES IN VIRGINIA Mr. Eimer E. Halterman, General Manager

. . P.O. Box 340
Q’:"B";::':p:/'o::erc:m Monterey, Virginia 24465
State Regulatory Affairs Mountain Grove-Williamsville
P.O. Box 22995 Telephone Company
Knoxville, Tennessee 37933-0995 Mr. L. Ronald Smith

. . President/General Manager
Amelia Telephone Corporation P.O. Box 105
N T Manager Williamsvile, Virginia 24487
Amelia, Virginia 23002 New Castle Telephone Company
B8 Island Telepl c ” Mr. Bruce H. Mottern, Director
Mr. M. Dale Tetterton, Jr., Manager Fsa%te;:ggzlagtgogy Affairs
P. 0. Box 129 Knoxville, Tennessee 37933-0995
Bracey, Virginia 23919 ! .
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New Hope Telephone Company
Mr. K. L. Chapman, Jr., President
P O.Box 38

New Hope, Virginia 24469

North River Telephone Cooperative
C. Douglas Wine, Manager

P. O. Box 236, Route 257

Mt. Crawford, Virginia 22841-0236

Pembroke Telephone Cooperative

Mr. Stanley G. Cumbee, General Manager
P. O. Box 549

Pembroke, Virginia 24136-0549

Peoples Mutual Telephone Company, inc.
Mr. E. B. Fitzgerald, Jr.

President & General Manager

P. O. Box 367

Gretna, Virginia 24557

Roanoke & Botetourt Telephone Company
Mr. Allen Layman, President
Daleville, Virginia 24083

Scott County Telephone Cooperative
Mr. William J. Franklin

Executive Vice President

P. O. Box 487

Gate City, Virginia 24251

Shenandoah Telephone Company
Mr. Christopher E. French
President

P 0. Box 459

Edinburg, Virginia 22824

United Telephone-Southeast, Inc.
Mr. H. John Brooks

Vice President & General Manager
112 Sixth Street, P. O. Box 689
Bristol, Tennessee 37620

Virginia Telephone Company

Mr. Bruce H. Mottern, Director
State Regulatory Affairs

P.O. Box 22985

Knoxville, Tennessee 37933-0995

ATTACHMENT 2

INTER-EXCHANGE CARRIERS

Access Transmission Services of Virginia, Inc.
Mr. Gordon P. Williams, Jr.

Office of General Counset

MC! Telecommunications

2400 North Glenville Drive

Richardson, Texas 75082

AlterNet of Virginia

Mr. Leonard J. Kennedy, Counsel
Dow, Lohnes & Alberison

1255 Twenty-Third Street
Washington, D.C. 20037-1194

Vienna, Virginia 22182

AT&T Communications of Virginia

Ms. Wilma R. McCarey, General Attorney
3033 Chain Bridge Road, Room 30
Qakton, Virginia 22185-0001

CF-W Network In¢.

Mr. James S. Quarforth

Chairman and CEQ

P. O. Box 1990

Waynesbaro, Virginia 22980-1990

Central Telephone Company of Vn'guma
Mr. James W. Spradlin, iii

Government & Industry Reiations

1108 East Main Street, Suite 1200
Richmond, Virginia 23218-3535

Citizens Telephone Cooperative
Mr. James R. Neweil, Manager
Oxford Street

P.O. Box 137

Floyd, Virginia 24091

GTE South, Inc.

Mr. Stephen Spencer
One James Center

901 East Cary Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

institutional Communications Company - Virginia
Ms. Dee Kindel
8100 Boone Boulevard, Suite 500

MC! Telecommunications Corp. of Virginia
Robert C. Lopardo

Senior Attorney

1133 19th Street, N.W., 11th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20038

Metromedia Communications Corporation
d/b/a LDDSMetromedia Communications
Mr. Brian Suimonetti

Regulatory Affairs

1515 South Federal Highway

Boca Raton, Florida 33432

R&B Network, {nc.

Mr. Allen Layman, Executive Vice President
P.O.Box 174

Dateville, Virginia 24083

Scott County Telephone Cooperative

Mr. William J. Franklin, Executive VP & Manager
P.O. Box 487

Gate City, Virginia 24251

Shenandoah Telephone Company
Mr. Christopher E. French
Pr€sident & General Manager

P. O. Box 459 :

Edinburg, Virginia 22824

SouthemNet of Va., Inc. -
Peter H. Reynoids, Director
780 Douglas Road, Suite 800
Atlanta, Georgia 30342
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TDX Systems, Inc.

d/b/a Cable and Wireless, inc.
Mr. Charles A. Tievsky
Regulatory Attorney

1919 Galluws Road

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Sprint Communications of Virginia, Inc.
Mr. Kenneth Prohoniak

Staff Director, Regulatory Affairs

1850 "M" Street, N.W. Suite 110
Washington, DC 200368

Virginia MetroTel, inc.

Mr. Richard D. Gary

Hunton & Williams

Riverfront Plaza, East Tower
951 East Byrd Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219-4074

Wiltel of Virginia

Brad E. Mutschelknaus, Esquire
Wiley, Rein and Fielding

1776 K Street, NW.
Washington, OC 20008

VA.R. Doc. No. R95-588; Filed June 14, 1998, 11:48 a.m.
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Bureau of Financial Institutions

VR 225-01-08604. Rules Governing
Open-End Credit Business in Licensed Consumer
Finance Offices.
VR 225-01-0808. Rules Governing Real Estate Mortgage
Business in Licensed Consumer Finance Offices.

Statutory Authority: § 8.1-244 and 12.1-13 of the Code of
Virginia.

AT RICHMOND, JUNE 12, 1988
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of CASE NO. BFI1950177
amending the rules goveming

open-end credit and mortgage

lending in offices licensed

under the Consumer Finance Act

QORDER DIRECTING NOTICE

The Commission has authorized certsin licensees under
the Consumer .Finance Act ("the Act”), Chapter8
{Section 8.1-244 et seq.) of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia,
to engage in the businesses of extending open-end credit
and mortgage fending through affiliates operating in offices
licensed under the Act, subject to certain rules, viz., "Rules
Governing Open-End Credit Business in Licensed Consumer
Finance Offices” (VR 225-01-0604) and "Rules Goveming
Real Estate Mortgage Business in Licensed Consumer
Finance Offices” (VR 225-01-06805). The Bureau of Financial
Institutions has reviewed these Rules, in light of the
enactment of Chapter2 of the 1995 Acts of the General

Assembly, and proposes that the Commission amend the
Rules as shown in the two designated attachments to this
order.

It appearing that interested parties should be afforded
notice of the proposed amended regulations and an
opportunity to be heard in the matter of their adoption,

IT iS ORDERED:

(1) That this matter bs assigned Case No. BFI950177 and
papers relating to this matter be filed therein;

(2) That on or before July 31, 1995, any interested person
may submit comments in support of, or in opposition to, the
Commission’s adoption of the amended regulations, or any
such person may file a written request for a hearing, with the
Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control
Center, P.O. Box2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218. All
comments and requests for a hearing shall make referencs to
Case No. BFig950177;

(3) That this order and two attachments shall be sent
forthwith to the Registrar of Regulations for appropriate
publication in the Virginia Register; and

(4) That the Buresu of Financisl Institutions send a copy of
this Order and the proposed amendments to every licenses
under the Act, the Virginia Financial Services Association, the
Virginia Citizens Consumer Council, the Virginia Poverly Law
Center, and the Office of the Attomey General, Division of

~Consumer Counsel, and provide copies upon request to other
interested persons.

This order and the proposed amendments shall also be
available for inspection at, or distribution from, the
Commission's Document Control Center, Tyler Building, First
Floor, 13th and Main Streets, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, telephone (804) 371-8033.

ATTESTED COPIES HEREOF shall be sent to the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions and the Office of
General Counsel.

VR 225-01-0804. Rules Governing Open-End Credit
Business in Licensed Consumer Finance Offices.

4§ 1. Separate entity required; compliance with applicable
laws.

The business of extending open-end credit shall be
congucted by a separate legal entity, and not by the
consumer finance licensee. The separate, open-end credit
entity (*separate entity”) shall comply with all applicable state
and federal laws.

2—Al—geveming—State—and—Rederal—lawe—shall—be
observed:

3-§ 2. Separate books to be maintained; Bureau of Financial
Irrstitutions’ access to records.

Separate books and records shall be maintained by the
licensee and the separate entity, and the books and records
of the licensee shall not be commingled with those of the
separate entity, but shall be kept in a different location within
the office. The Bureau of Financial Institutions shall be given
access to the books and records of the separate entity, and
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Richmond, Virginia 23216

In the mr of lnvmlghung Local } Case No. PUCBB001
Exomn Telephone Competition ) _ 8

)
¥

rmnn OF METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON AIRPORTS AUTHORITY

njthis proceeding, the Commission has requested commont upon proposed
i
rules forithe implementation of compoﬂtlvh locsl oxchmgi service and on certain
questiony with respect 10 the imvcductlon of compaetition in the locel exchange

*Author

markets |n Virginia, The Metropolitan w-bhlngton Alrpoq: Authotity (the
y") has @ vlbum Interest in thn, matters as tho resuit of its onoolno

program to upgudt the tohcommunlcltlops lnfmtructur‘ and improve the quality

and cost of service to tmlf. its tenants and the treveling publlc at Washington

Nntlonai nd Washington Dulles international Airports ("Nfutlonnl" and "Dylles”),
As desvdbed more fully below, this progrdm is being clmicd out through an
lnnovlt! e shared tenant service omngcrﬁom for which tho Authority has
contrachd with Harrls Corporation. It s dur convistion the the serly and ordery
introduction of local oxwmgo compctltlon will enhance tm Authority's ability to
respond o the tolcoommunlonlono needs' of ocoupants a(\d users of our alrports.
f
THe Authority comments only upon; the two quonuim propounded by the

Commisdion that bear ditectly upen it: whether local lxc'blnoo carriers should be

|
!

Nz
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roqulrod to make local exchange services aveilable for ro‘nlo; and whether this

Comminsion's existing Shared Tenant Service Rule shoula be amended 10 require
Shared Yenent Service (*ST8") providers to be cortlfloatofa as new entrants.' We'
believe that the Cormmission should roquifa all corriors pr§vfdln9 tocel exchange
service to permit resale of existing tariff offerings fOlllib will further the basic
polioy gbsl underlying the 1998 amendments 1o the Utlllt"y Facllities Act. We siso
belisve that the question of certification of 8T8 provmrcj: shouid be decided on s
case-by{case basis and that certification (and rate rogulltflon) should be required
only whpre the ST8 provider's activities ihterfere with th§ goa! of a compaetitive

mérket. :
|
H

Statement of Interest

The Authority's Interest in this pro¢eeding is baud: upon its need for high-

quality, Bost-effective telecommunication services for lm'lf Its tanants and the

travell public st Natlonll snd Dulles, The Authority is ‘ public body corporate
and pofific, orested by the District of Colymbis and Vlroirit- through &n interstate
compadt in 1985 (smanded in 1987) for the purpose of "loqulrlng. operating,
mllnttl,*ng. developlng, promating, and protecting” an&nol and Dulles “for public

i

'Thejquestions urt set forth at Appendlix 8, parogrupdu 8 and 7 of the Order
inviting fomments. ‘
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|
|
purpcj 8.”* In 1988, Congress authorized the Secratary of Transportation to
transtr operation of the airports and to lease Nations) and Dulles Alrports to the

Autholity for 80 yeara. The Lease was slgned Merch 2, 1987. Thus, sithough

the unferlying tand remains the propmv: of the Federsl Government, the Authority

has legal control over the nearly 11.006 scres of land n}\d the muitiple terminals,
. . [}

buildings end faciiities located at Natlonpl and Dulies Aitports. The airports,

oolisotively, house approximately 200 tenants and serve approximately

28,000,000 passengers on an annua! besis.

n Aprit of 1993; the Authority onicrod into & co l rect for
unications ssrvices snd the Ino‘touatlon ot foc:.Im 8t the two airports.

| the Authority had in solieiting bids and entorlne this fifteen-yvesr contract
was to obteln for the Authority, its tonohtt. and the travollng public an up-to-date
telecommunicetions system capable of dollvorlng 8 varIQty of services to meet
these yerying needs, Conllmm with :mo COmmlulon'P order authorizing Shared
Tenant Service, our co_mroot with Harris provides that o,ur tensnts have the option
of abt4ining service directly from the oohlﬂoatod cmlof; sarving the srea. The rates
chargep by Harris for locsl telephone uévlco will not ui':ood those of the exchange

oatrier; No rates can 50 changed without the spprovel bf the Authority,

!

|
|
87 Ve. Acts of Assembly Ch. 888, §8.
* plL. 95-800, Titlb V.
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Jho first thing roaulud by the contract is an uparddo of the

to!ocw‘munleltlom infrastructure so thnt the Authority ;an teke advantege of new

:orvlc* which sre beyond the cupabmw of the present tvmm Once the

tnmctr' ctute has besn instalied tenants wm be eble to Uu the TS system for

telscommunicstions service. Additionsl pervices will be omrod as they become

avaliable. :

t
i
fhls process rm already begun, rbolaclng ourmodod and inadequste copper

th a fiber sonnet-ring and lnmmng wp-to-date eustomor premises
nt. There is 8 systems mlmoo&nm festure which will immaedistely

the source of malfunctions, Wo have replaced §h0 more than 1,000 pay

resments with GTE over matters unrelsted to th“lt proceeding, full

ntstion of 8T8 service at Dulles is somewhat b§hind the schedule at

increased mMum will Enhanoe the Varlety 4nd Quallty of Service

The Authority {s persuaded thet lfmroductno comtﬁltlon st the locei
exchahge (evel will onﬁnoo the vurlm;' and quality of gervice avaiiable at the
alrporis we opctm'. Blmplv put, it canh be expedted to' provide us, our tenants, and

N
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users of our eirporte with & grester choice of services ai'sd service-providers, either
direatly and/or through the §T8 system, This Commmkn begen Increasing

compstition in 1988 by authorizing carriers centificated In Virginia to provide all
Interexchange services rather than just interLATA Intor‘xchango services. Allowing
compaition among lacel exchange services sxpands upon that step.

To most fully reslize the potential benefits trom the compstition, we urge the

providprs only when reguiation is necesssry to prevent khom from interfering with

ration of the marketplsce. @

Comngssion to require local sxchange ocarriers to sllow }ouio and to regulste ST8
the of

Local Exchange clr'{Im Should Be Required
To Make Local ces Avallable 1or Resale

_ |
! )
The conclusion of the overwhelming majority of ‘pm suthorities that have

{
ered the question Is that requiring cerriers to sliow resale’ of

muynications services furthers the public intorufi. The Delsware Public
Berviqe camminlon.; for example, m‘mod the conctd;alon of its hearing sxaminer
n principle, mim would yleid o \}army ot publloflmorm benefits, including:
1 range of cholces of products and services off:nrod. improved efficiency

dtion, and fower prices.” In.{ba Matter ot Sas, Resale and she Provision

Order Number 3283;0000 DEL PSC

¢ *« discussion of meaning of “redaie® on p. 10."lbm.




!
!

!

Lexis rJum 18 1991). See mo,mmnnnm Mass, opu Order 1731 (Oct.

18, 19 m.mnm:mmmn 8? PUR 4th 182, mwncn 1987).

‘I“hu benefits have direct applloaﬂon 10 the many STS systams operating in
\ : |
Virginie -- in otfice bulldlngc. complexes, malis, and on spif-contained campuses,

such gb

—— ——— e

colleges end uﬂlvonhln, ond ot Noﬂonol and DJII» Airports. Because
there lt?no compatition in the oosl oxchingo market In \}lrglnla a1 the present time,
all 8T8 brovidors, including Harris, simply pass the rate Jctah!lahod by the local
oxche ige carrier ("LEC®) directly through to their ondmsfbu. As competition,
includinp resale, s lnierucod. 8T8 provl:uou can - wlthf or without themasives

oncoglh In resale - oﬁir their ond-uuti 8 grester choio'o of service and prios.

Becausg the end-user rmlm the option (und.r the COmmlnlon°| ST8 rules) of




O EIR

| ,

besed *mpctttton may deisy the Introduction of innovetive choices in rursl ang
louopoi ulated areas of the COmmonwnRh. Ressle mvbco, which entaiis & mueh
smalier Lapital outiay, can be introduced muoh more qu!dklv. Thus, by requiring all
carriers to parmit ressle of thelr services, the COmmiulon will create an
snvitoninent In which the benefits of con%pnlﬂon tprudibroodtv and quickly
throughput the state. This is confirmed by the oxporlono;u of other states.

! 1
' .

\4"0 axperience of other states alcd makes clear thot the banefits resulting
from th‘ Introduction of ress:a can be rmlzod without c?rmpondlng harm, Bven
st the Fpdersi lavel, reshie remains oublvét to the BCC'e }urltdlctlon and the
requirehents of the cohmunlcttlom Aot of 1934 thet pgohlblt discrimination and
unjust §r unreasonable retes. The ovorvdholmlng mojorlt? of stetes have reached

the ¢onplusion that omltbs engsped in rduh of local oxbhango service to the

! !

4'“"?““ the dlctlnctlon between an $T8 providef and a reselier of
teleco

unicstions services in the next section of thuQ comments.




oncnptt nal clroumnstences In which this form of iocal exdhange compatition may be

tfound tp be oontrary 10 the pubdlic Interest.
|

| .
owaever, the Authority doas not think it necessary or desirable for the

Commigsion, by rule, to limit the cetegories of services thet carriers must make
avalisble for ressle. Wa recognize that this has been th1 practice In some states.

in Manyiand, tor example, the Commlulén initially suthorized the resale ot WATS

sage toll service, later removing ali restrictions (in ressle. Sge.1n0 Tha

78 Md. PSC 800 (1987). in ;our view, the better
spprosph is that taken by the Mnuchunm Dopmmorh of Public Utllity l"DPU')
which ppecifically re)ected carrier requests to limit the omoorm of service
sveiiatfle for resaie. The DPU aokncwio&oou that there mnv be some

ances In which resale producn *uneconomic® ‘mcn because the

ing service s priced below cost. It pointed out Im the solution to this

probigin does not lig in restriciing resele but, rather, in the implemeantation of cost-

. . |
8 on the rasple of business services. By their very nature, the services do
80 Questions of "uneconomic® demand shifting.
Bor these rasasons, the Authority strongly rocomu'lnonds that the Commission
!

nquwr sil carriers in Vieginla to parmit ressie of their s*rvtcn. We are partioularly
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| .
mumt?o in early implementstion of this policy because 'It will enhance out abliity
to meet our responsibliity to ensure the availabllity ot hldh-quollty. cost-sffactive,
local tel@communicationa services to the fAuthorlw, its t.fnontl. and the traveling

public At Nations! snd Dulles. In fact, It |l clesr that sl Vlrplnlons would benefit.

!

; .

| The Determination of the Roo’ latory Gtatus o) Shared Tenant
Servioes Should be Made on s Case-by-Case Basls

' !
The experience of other states is of littie direct guidance in formulating

polloloJ with respect to the reguiatory njbtus of 8TS pro&ldoro. in part, this is
baceush of the ditferences in the state jﬁmdwtloml mtfutm and, In part, because'
certain iconsiderstions partiouisr to a state may affect d*tormlmtlon.' An

tion of the decisions of other states does reves! certaln general pHnciples

believe, should Inform this Commission’s resolition of the question

L

example, in Plorida the PUC categorically exeriptad sirpons from its 8TS
ruie "due 10 the neoessity to snsure the safe and ofﬂ#‘t transportetion of

gerd and frelght through the sirpbrt facllity.”

1987 PUC Lexis 1410°18. in other states, operstions st hotels,
, 8nd in campus sppilcstions, sugh es universitied snd sirports, have been
rity axempted from the regulation.

wig
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the Commission's existing ST6 rules, and the Imgismenting taritfs, trest

i ' :
8BTS es a non-communications, unrogulliod activity. We see no reason 10 change
the rul‘l. but this doea not catogortclllv exolude the ponlblllty that, In some
olroum‘nncn. regulstion of en entity n9mlnaltv an 8Tl provider may be required.

asic test for deciding whether to rl“umo the ml\htloo of & particular 8T8

rooulg lon) merely because It ls ongsood In providing mnm« - cable, switches,
ond CPE -- that are uud in the trantmlhlon snd ro«lo‘ of communloatlom That
principie has long slnoc been conclualv&ly estabiished Jc » matter of national
poucy) 8econdly, if en STS provider dQn nat resell ul‘vlcu, It ought not be
noulJtod Resals is wnmlv Iocoptod to mean: |

"An actlyity wherein one “};ﬂw .ubm!bo to the

communjcation services snd tacilities of anather entity
and reoffers communication setvios .. R

10

11

Fare
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roluonlr‘g. it resais prices are controlied 6y users of the dervice, there is no need
for oordtﬂcntion. Third, aven when the ST8 provider is sngaged in resate, if users
|
of the dTS service have voluntarily selected that service (and remsin free 10 opt
out}, th} danger of abufn is substentiaily diminighad.
|
Iv spoplying thup principias it is pbnlbio t0 dlltlnbuloh between 678

providqts which chould be subject 10 ccmflcatlon and roqumlon. and thoss which

ought fot to be rogumod. For osomplo. compsetition among locsl exchenge oarriers
may dfeste the opponynlw tor 8TS provmu. like Hmlt. 10 engage in resale of
’ ! X

iocs! bxchangs service. However, the Authority rmlm,'

the right to approve any '
chengp in Harris' moi and so is protocJod from monop&!v pﬂclno in other
situntibns, the motlonshln between STC provider snd pumlul owner may be one
in wm h the owner hh no interest In tho wvlcc. othof than to share in the profit
trom o charges 10 its tenants. in cuqb o Case, thorc fnlv be no sffective brake
on d 8. ‘ |

} Similarcly, whqftbor o perticuiar 81'8 provider Ihbbld be subjected t0
con‘ cation will depends on whether tj’nlms have thog option of obtaining service
1ror6 oviders othof than the §TS opojfator. it urvlodf siternstives are avallable,
the '*tmltod. prlvm»hatun" ang nono&mmumcnlom éhoractor of the 5T8
|
1

|
!
|
!
!
!
|
|
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operatibn "tends to be established.” {0 te Naw Enaiand|Talsonons and Telsqraon

81 P.U.R. 4tn 394, 402 (1988),

nder this Commission's cxmlngISTS tules, the érs proviger and/or the

are Tesponsible for the facilities needed to com\ojot to the carrier. However,
tenanys must have the option of taking :urvlcn. [ 1) opp&“d to facilities, directly
fromn the certificated carrier, 8o long a?p the 8TS provl@nr cémplm with the
Compmission’s existing 8TS rules, con!tjlcatlon ang rooJiatlon would not be called
for,
For these reasons, the Authority ls convinced tr;at the determination of the

riate reguistory status of 8TS in an environment of competitive locel

Kse-by-case approsch, cerrled out In sccordence With the criteria we have

iated, provld.§ thi Commission with the oppro&rmo means o1 protecting the

12
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public whlie also sssuring the avaiiability of innovative, cost-sffective service that

STS wias debigned to achieve.
s’

noapocdutiv submitted,
Motropoihtm Wuhlngto% Alrports Authority

By:

somi C. Kisus
Assistant Lege! Gounsel
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